Reports on a project which aimed to design a set of user performance measures, using the stakeholder method, which could be used in British academic libraries to improve customer services. A questionnaire consisting of 91 performance measures , each of which had to be graded on a scale of 1 to 7, was distributed to 15 participating institutions. The results were collated and analysed, showing the rankings of measures by total stakeholders and by individual groups. Similarities and differences between groups were identified and the principal characteristics of each described. A comparison between pre-and post-1992 universities was also made. Based on the resulting priorities, questionnaires were suggested for user surveys which would yield qualitiative information on library services. General issues generated by the project are discussed, and also comparisons made with recent reports on academic library evaluation.
Introduction
The stakeholder project originated as part of the continuing programme of interest and activity in qualitative, user orientated evaluation at Glasgow Caledonian University. This study of the stakeholder approach was inspired by the work of Cullen and Calvert (1995) in New Zealand. They submitted a questionnaire listing 99 performance issues to representatives of six key stakeholder groups (people with an interest or stake in the library) and invited them to rate the performance issues on a scale of 1-5 according to their own point of view. Following a pilot study at Glasgow Caledonian University, a successful application for funding was made to BLRIC. The project began in July 1995 and concluded in November 1996.
Aims and objectives
The aim of the research project was to design a set of user chosen performance measures, using the stakeholder method, which can be used in British academic libraries to improve customer service 3 The detailed objectives were:
• To identify the following:
-a set of user (stakeholder) chosen performance measures, using the questionnaire method -a small number of generally applicable "parsimonious" measures -an appropriate number of meaningful stakeholder groups -performance measures appropriate to particular stakeholder groups Although it could be argued that an element of bias would be introduced by categorising questions, since respondents might think that a measure was important because of its position and mark it accordingly, this can be balanced against the fact that the questionnaire was designed in a way that made it easy to answer, with the more complicated issues and those less relevant to all users being placed last. In the process of designing the questionnaire, categorisation assisted in identifying duplicated or overlapping items and also gaps in coverage. (Figure 1) 9 Staffing issues directly related to user satisfaction were rated highly: Overall user satisfaction Amount of user education had a similar ranking (26: 38.85%). Importance was given to some management issues, such as Competence of library management (7: 51.87%) and Total amount of library budget (8: 51.63%).
IT issues generated a variety of interest. The most important networking issues were Access to library catalogues / CD-ROMs / internal databases via networks throughout the campus (14: 46.48%) and Access to remote databases via networks throughout the campus (37: 35.85%). The OPAC was the most important electronic service, with a high rating given to Proportion of materials listed on computer catalogue (5: 54.38%). Ease of use of public catalogues (35: 36.42%) was placed slightly higher than Provision of personal computers for general use (50: 30.93%).
In general, it can be noted that service issues predominated in those ranked up to 60 and that resource issues did not feature highly in the bottom 30 rankings, apart from Provision of audio-visual equipment (82: 14.81%).
The problem with using overall results to decide which questions are important and unimportant in evaluating library services is that with a ratio of 8:1 of library users to service providers, the views of the latter tend to be overshadowed by the former. For example, 43% of service providers rate question 6 (Expertise of the issue desk / counter staff) as "very important", a rating given by only 16% of library users. In the overall results, this averages out as a 19% rating as "very important", which could not be regarded as a true reflection of opinion. It was, therefore, more appropriate to split the overall results into those for library users and service providers. There were 4 issues which had a difference of less than 1% in the higher rankings given by providers as compared with users 
Stakeholding Groups' Preferences
It was possible to identify the issues of special importance to each group of stakeholders. In the following account, the percentage of respondents who considered an issue to be "very important" is given in brackets. 
Part-Time Undergraduates

Postgraduates (Research)
Although few of these students will be members of a cohesive group, they still rated highly
Provision of multiple copies of items in high use (57.75%). Their main concern was access to materials, important issues being Proportion of materials catalogued (63.10%), probably because they, like research students, had easier access to this facility in their departments.
Speed of provision of items through inter-library loans
Academic Staff
Here there was a mixture of academic, research and management concerns, with less similarity to research staff priorities than might be expected. Increasing bureaucratic duties may explain the fact that the top concern was 
Comments
This analysis of stakeholders' distinct concerns demonstrated that each group had its own agenda, no doubt related to special characteristics, such as student poverty or the increasing involvement of academic staff in administrative work. There was, however, a tendency for 22 each group to look upwards to the next group in the academic scale, most notably in the overlap between the interests of some researchers (both postgraduates and staff) and academic staff, and also in the higher ratings given by senior library staff to some management matters than to some user orientated issues. This has implications for the evaluation of library services, since it would be inadvisable to treat all users as a homogenous group and their varying concerns must be taken into account in surveys of users and providers.
Nevertheless, by looking at the priorities attached to the suggested performance issues by stakeholders, whether as one group, as the two basic groupings of providers and users, or as individual groups, it is possible to identify some general issues and some problems which universities would require to consider, taking into account the characteristics of their own constituencies. For example:
• Users do not seem to be very interested in involvement and feedback issues, although they rate Extent to which users are made aware of services available highly. If the university is interested in involving users in decision making, rather than just making them aware of what has been decided, it would need to look at the mechanisms which would encourage them to be involved in future planning.
• The above point may be allied to the apparently low interest in internal library management and also to the low value placed on the mission statement approach.
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Both Number and quality of written management policies and Use of planning procedures (long and short term) received low ratings.
• Relevant and adequate Match of open hours to user needs is important to everyone, including university managers.
• Computers for general use are important to undergraduate students although not to groups at postgraduate level and above. Should they be included in library provision or should teaching departments take more cognisance of this requirement?
• Planning of library accommodation could be influenced by the low rating given to • Because of its generally low ranking, there may be a case for reducing audio-visual provision.
Provision of group study rooms, Provision of carrels and
• Since all student groups rate the availability of multiple copies very highly, there could be implications for the supply of electronic textbooks. On the other hand, some user groups, particularly undergraduates and postgraduates on taught courses, do not appear to be interested in IT applications, and the idea of the Virtual Library may not be attractive to them.
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• The provision of multiple copies, together with IT issues and cost issues constitute possible areas of conflict, not only between providers and users, but also amongst identifiable groups. Consideration would also have to be given to the high rating for
Extent to which services are free and the fairly low rating for Equitable and effective sanctions policy.
• If users are to be charged for some services, should this be planned and formalised, so that those who attach importance to this possibility are fully aware of the underlying cost?
• There is a need to invest more time and effort in user education and information services for part-time students
• Some contradictions relating to staffing arose in the analysis of the questionnaires.
There was a high ranking for Availability of enquiry desk staff when needed but a low rating for Counter staff expertise, Levels of staff training and Proportion of qualified staff, and a relatively low ranking for Subject specialists available to provide assistance to users. Therefore, should subject specialists be withdrawn from lower level work, with a concentration on breadth rather than depth of enquiry service, and should lower level information training and orientation also be done at Assistant Librarian and Library Assistant level? Would this free subject specialists to concentrate more on part-time students and higher level work? On the other hand, it is questionable whether participants understood the difference between 25 enquiry staff and subject specialists, and they were not necessarily knowledgeable about the skills required by counter staff.
• When viewing the table dealing with rankings for all stakeholders, it is noticeable that some issues which are traditionally regarded as important by librarians were rated lowly. Therefore, librarians would require to use their professional judgement when making decisions about issues to be included in surveys of individual stakeholder groups. 
Comparison of Pre/Post 1992 Universities
The project partners were a mix of universities dating in their present form from before and after 1992, when many polytechnics were given university status. The most striking differences relate to the service providers, with the post-1992 universities rating 82 issues higher. (Figure 3) Nearly one-quarter (22.78%) of service providers in post-1992 universities rated the provision of group study rooms more highly, perhaps because their teaching is more geared towards group and project work rather than to traditional large-scale lecturing. It is interesting, however, to see that since 11.16% fewer service providers in post-1992 universities rate remote database access as very important, IT issues are not necessarily more to the fore in the newer institutions.
Seventeen of the 26 issues rated higher by at least 10% of service providers in the post-1992 universities relate directly to user services: The others issues rated higher by at least 10% are management (principally budget) issues, Figure 4 sets out the difference between percentage rankings for users in the two groups of universities. Users in the post-1992 universities rated 67 issues higher and those in pre-1992 universities rated 24 higher. Again, the difference between the two groups is quite small, ranging from +12.63% to -8.38%.
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It can be noted that, although the differences are not so marked, the two issues ranked higher by more than 10% of users in post-1992 universities were also user-orientated:
16 Provision of group study rooms 34 Range of types of material
Questionnaire Skeletons
One objective of this study was to design semi-standardised questionnaire skeletons which could be employed as a reliable method of surveying satisfaction with library services. It was found that the important issues identified by all subgroups were mainly covered in the "overall" library users results. The exception was the research users' preferences because of the relatively small size of this group as compared with the others. Although there is not sufficient difference to justify a questionnaire for each stakeholder group, it became apparent that separate surveys for users, providers and research/academic staff would be desirable, making a total of four questionnaires (Figures 5 to 8) . The principle followed for each questionnaire was to discard issues which received a rating of less than 25% and to include those which received a rating of more than 40%, although some amalgamation of issues was made.
General Issues Generated by the Research
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Several general issues generated by the project deserve further consideration.
• The participating institutions were self-selected, presumably by librarians who were interested in the concept and thought that there might be some useful outcomes. Would the results have been different if the group had been larger / smaller/ different?
• As noted previously, the stakeholder groups varied in size, which is to be expected, since students and users in general outnumber the library and management staff within any university. However, are the perceptions of users more important than those of others for this reason, i.e. does size outweigh experience?
• Does the involvement of users help providers to make meaningful decisions? It could add to the providers own perceptions of good library service and extend their knowledge of user needs, but how much weight should be given to this exercise? The users involved are also self-selected to some extent because they made a positive decision to complete the questionnaire. Would the opinions of non-responders have made a difference?
• Is it a good thing to pre-identify measures? Would differences have been more pronounced if there had been a more open choice?
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• How much were respondents influenced by the service offered by their own library? If they were not familiar with a particular service, they might have not have realised the possible benefit of a particular service nor understood the implications of the appropriate performance measure. There was a tendency to choose positive ranking for measures. Was this because respondents thought that the inclusion of a measure in the list guaranteed its value?
• As noted before, there was a tendency for each stakeholder group to look upwards towards the next group, this being a particularly noticeable characteristic of researchers (both postgraduate and staff) and also of senior library staff, who were highly interested in management matters, such as budgeting. This would require to be considered when compiling survey questions.
Comparison with Recent Reports
Quality This shows that the use of the surveys suggested as a result of the Glasgow Caledonian University study would assist librarians to collect the data necessary for the ISO indicators.
Reference to the results of this study would also aid ISO in gathering information about tested indicators, particularly in those areas specifically mentioned as omitted through lack of evidence..
The IFLA guidelines were drawn up by a working group of the IFLA Section of University Libraries and other General Research Libraries. Its criteria are:
• To concentrate on academic libraries (according to the section)
• To include primarily indicators that would be applicable in all countries (developing as well as developed)
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• To take care that the indicators would be applicable to all types of academic libraries, whether big or small, automated or not, with free access or closed stacks
• To measure effectiveness, not efficiency (cost-effectiveness)
• To concentrate on user-orientated indicators (that excludes for example indicators for collection preservation)
• To include "overall" indicators (for example, user satisfaction with whole library) as well as indicators for separate activities It is emphasised that the indicators should be easy to use, even by those without mathematical or statistical knowledge, and most of them can be suited to data being split up in regard to types of users or subject areas of the collection. An original list of about 30 indicators was narrowed down to 17, although it is recognised that new ones might be added in the future. The comparison with the Glasgow Caledonian University indicators shows that the claims in the IFLA document are met, but it is noteworthy that there is little reference to study space and equipment, to special services, such as short-loan collections, to budget issues and also, except in passing, to staffing issues, although many of these could have an impact on user satisfaction.
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The SCONUL Service Level Agreements is a collection of documents from 7 English universities. The introduction states that "Service Level Agreements are part of the move towards quality and accountability in public services and emphasise the importance of the 'internal' consumer. They are usually form of 'contract' between two departments or sections within the same organisation." Fourteen reasons for the drawing up of Service Level Agreements are listed, some of which are less applicable in the context of this project.
For example, it is suggested that Service Level Agreements may include details of refunds / compensations if things do not go to plan. Several of them are appropriate in this study.
For example, Service Level Agreements:
• identify the provider and the customer of the service
• specify the nature of the service provided
• specify the level of the service provided -frequency, coverage, timescales, etc.
• can be an indicator of quality
• make expectations explicit
• help promote the service 
Benchmarking
Benchmarking is considered a useful tool for measuring quality within for-profit As with for-profit organisations, libraries face the difficulty of acquiring comparable data, identifying partners which can offer useful comparisons, and finding sufficient resources in 37 terms of time and staff to carry out the exercise. At the moment, too, there is no general consensus on either a valid range of benchmarks or methods of collecting and using relevant data. While the Glasgow Caledonian University study cannot offer solutions to these problems, its results suggest that agreed performance indicators, generated by carefully planned surveys, could be a useful tool. The project also demonstrates that partnerships, or networks, could be a viable way of comparing performance, although there would require to be more detailed information on the various frameworks of operation. demonstrates that three issues were rated "very important" by a greater number (10% more) of respondents at Glasgow Caledonian University than overall. This indicates that at Glasgow Caledonian University the issues of seating and re-shelving are of greater concern than in universities in general. Conversely, respondents at Glasgow Caledonian University seemed less concerned with access to remote databases. Obviously, these show symptoms of a possible problem, such as lack of shelving, not the causes.
Comparisons of this kind would not, in themselves, give accurate benchmarks but, given additional information about partners in an agreed network, they would be a useful component of the exercise.
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Conclusions
A particular value of the project was the inclusion of a large number of respondents, thus allowing identification of the characteristics of stakeholders and of the influence these have on different groups' requirements for library services. Each group was large enough to allow some consensus on different concerns to be reached, so that the user-orientated approach to performance measurement was supported. When considering individual stakeholder groups, it became clear that for many users there is still a "them and us" attitude in place, with library staff and university management on one side and users on the other.
There is a tendency for each group to look upwards towards the next one, so that, for example, management issues become more important to researchers and to senior library staff.
Of the 91 issues included in the questionnaire, 18 were rated as "very important" by at least 40% of the combined stakeholders and could be regarded as the key performance issues:
2 Helpfulness, courtesy of staff about services than by the possibility of involvement in strategic planning, a fact which has particular implications for the planning of user education and the identification of relevant publicity material relating to library services.
• It was not possible to identify an objectively validated method of recognising the most important and least important issues. The figures of 40% of respondents' highly placed preferences and 25% for low preferences which were used as cut-off points were reached by studying the tables of rankings and making a subjective judgement.
• Planning of library accommodation could be influenced by the low rating given to
Provision of group study rooms, Provision of carrels and Proximity of refreshment service during library open hours as well, of course, by university-wide
decisions about the provision of computers for general use. These issues are usually the outcome of the teaching methods favoured by the university, and regular evaluation of this requirement would need to be undertaken.
• Because of its generally low ranking, there may be a case for reducing audio-visual provision. This would have implications for purchase and maintenance of equipment and for appropriate staffing.
• Since all student groups rate the availability of multiple copies very highly, there could be implications for the supply of electronic textbooks. On the other hand, some user groups, particularly undergraduates and postgraduates on taught courses, do not appear 42 to be interested in IT applications, and the idea of the Virtual Library may not be attractive to them. This attitude may require to be addressed if full advantage is to be taken of developments in this field. However, it is evident that attitudes to IT issues vary from one university to another and from one stakeholder group to another and each institution would be advised to study this issue in more depth.
• The provision of multiple copies, together with IT issues and cost issues constitute possible areas of conflict, not only between providers and users, but also amongst identifiable groups. Consideration would also have to be given to the rating for Extent to which services are free, which was highly rated by users but lower by service providers, and to the fairly low rating for Equitable and effective sanctions policy.
The possibility of charging for some services, such as photocopying, microform copying and inter-library loans would have to be considered in the light of users' concern for the availability of free services. It is possible that a substantial public relations exercise would be needed to justify extra charges and encourage acceptance of them
• There is a need to invest more time and effort in user education and information services for part-time undergraduates, whose access to the library is limited by time constraints and, often, poor information-seeking skills.
There was a high ranking for Availability of enquiry desk staff when needed but a low rating for Counter staff expertise, Levels of staff training and Proportion of 43 qualified staff, and a relatively low ranking for Subject specialists available to provide assistance to users. It is questionable whether participants understood the difference between enquiry staff and subject specialists, and they were not necessarily knowledgeable about the skills required by counter staff, the depth of knowledge acquired by subject specialists or the need for staff training. It would seem necessary to
give more information to users about the skills, expertise and training of library staff, so that they could make more appropriate judgements about the level of assistance they require.
• The comparison with current performance measurement documents demonstrates that in some instances, notably the recommendations of the Follett Report, the stakeholder approach to performance measurement would yield helpful information which would support the report's aims. The Effective Academic Library is orientated towards traditional input measures and is particularly weak on staffing and electronic issues. The ISO document omits some library activities and services for which no tested indicators were available, principally in the area of direct user services. The IFLA indicators also omit references to some aspects, such as space, equipment, budgets and staffing. Use of these documents would be enhanced by qualitative data provided through stakeholder surveys.
• The response to the call for participation in the project suggests that there is a limited number of institutions interested in performance research and that interest principally lies with the newer universities. However, the possibility of co-operation within a network 44 of institutions and of creating standardised survey questionnaires has been demonstrated by the methodology of the stakeholder approach. It is suggested that this would be a valuable technique to employ in benchmarking.
• Consideration of the research carried out by Cullen and Calvert in New Zealand points to the prospect of valid international comparative studies, given a reasonable match of aims and administrative framework within the institutions being compared. 
